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Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Charl es Lovell Mseley seeks to appeal the district court’s
orders denying his notion filed under 28 U. S.C. § 2255 (2000), and
denying his notion for reconsideration.” W have reviewed the
record and the district court’s opinion and conclude on the
reasoning of the district court that Mseley has not nade a
substantial show ng of the denial of a constitutional right. See

United States v. Mseley, Nos. CR-99-94; CA-01-193 (E.D. Va. filed

Sept. 19, 2001, entered Sept. 20, 2001; filed and entered Nov. 19,
2001). Accordingly, we deny a certificate of appealability and
dism ss the appeal. See 28 U.S.C. 8§ 2253(c) (2000). W dispense
with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the materials before the court and ar gunent

woul d not aid in the decisional process.

DI SM SSED

*

We consider Mseley’'s notice of appeal tinely because
judgnent was not entered in a separate docunent. See Fed. R Civ.
P. 58; Fiore v. Washington Co. Community Mental Health Cr., 960
F.2d 229, 234 (1st GCr. 1992); Hollywod v. City of Santa Maria,
886 F.2d 1228 (9th G r. 1989); Hughes v. Halifax County School Bd.,
823 F. 2d 832, 835 (4th Gr. 1987) (holding a docunent that attenpts
to conbine the court’s reasoning and its final disposition is not
likely to be considered a separate docunent under Fed. R GCv. R
58).




